‘One Who P racticecl . , 


By Anthony Lewis 

BOSTON, March 13 — The White 
House obviously expects bad news on 
the subject of President Nixon’s taxes: 
2 finding that he owes several hundred 
thousand dollars, In anticipation, it 
has already retreated to the ‘usual last 
line of defense — that any wrongdoing 
was not his fiuilt He was too busy tc 
v/onry about tax v: turns, it Is said; 
any blame atUchee to the accountants 
and lawvere. 

In that connection theie ]s one ex- 
tremely inttmttyg fact. Mr/ Nixon's 
9av*Vm t*x lawyer, Frimir DeMarco 
*** twirx Aftvoted the ia%er- 
- •••ahd ; to tell 
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rtlcvan t As . requiring,, t&x r^gyta® 
tions, a statement was :>tt«u:hed to theP 
1P69 return giving details of th<$ 
claimed chad table gift the siatmantg 
had five paragraphs. The last read: *■ 

‘5, Restrict ions; Non:. The gift. wa^. 
free. ?jrJ dear, with no rights remain 
ing in ifco taxpayer/* & 

in tact, the deed contained «tibst_* 
tiai ieiiactions. lt used the vrry wor 
•*restrictb!U/ - mree limes. mile J 
Nixon remained President,, it said, _ 
Kit: cuuid have access to the papert 
but him or per : -ns he designated isj 
wniing! ar.d he reserved ail right* of 
reproduction, 1 

War. the false denial of restriction 
f "nVateriar deception? At tha vwrj 
legist, the concealed terms of the i “ 
reduced its value; the Archives 
ret really ger full ownership for ye 
and any property h vrerth tess if y<j 
ceri dply biro It years from now, 
U:ermere f U.t: bland assurance u 
there vvm* no restrictions could ha 
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House that same day ^ April 1970 1 Rni - i! backlog fr$tt taxpa; 

he notarized a deed that alieaedly ^ resentful ‘of tl's Pre •? nr 
gave the papftra to tlie NaUcnial 
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fine dates were material, indeed highly 
Significant, bec:^u.se tbe gift had to be 
a ide before July 2*5, d869, in order to 
esc*!*;' a tax reform* act that ended 
4&4j|raons for sudi gifts. 

is now ^indicated, by persons 
larpibar with ia^s" investigation, that 
the backdated /deed was never shown 
!G Intern d Revenue Service agents 

who amice# the Nixon returns — and 
they. were, not curious enough to ask 
tn h?o a jeed. Some experts think the 
backdating was then not ’ , rnatenal/ , 
since no agent saw the deed and was 
misled. Others say the preparation of 
a falsely-dated document, even for use 
only if necessary, signifies a fraudulent 
intent 

In any event, if the I.R.S. never saw 
! fhe deed, another document becomes 


not etffictjjh rifuike him sound like 
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nerals; indeed, he opined that M a>afii 
man does very little of a per* 
nature" and hence can deduct ^ 
about any expense. His aides 4itSA\ 
wanted to see returns of past Fri 
dents to check for likely deduction 
The courts often find taxpayer 
sponsibility for fraud in such 
stantial evidence. A broader fact 
mentioned is whether the taxpayd 
was a person of "business and ftp 
cial experience/* one aware of the 
law. In Mr. Nixon’s case it may 
relevant that he is a lawyer — “fo^ 
mgrry/’ as he told a press corferencJ 
on May 1, 1971, “one wh o pr?-* »( 
a good deal of ta* 


